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VALID Try of LAY BAP TIM, 


81K. 


T your FOO. I ſhall lay 1 ber 
fore you the chief Argumente 
for and againſt the Validity of 
Lay-Baptiſm, with ſuch Stric- 

tures of oy OWN, - s tall ſeem neceſſary to 
confute or confirm What has been formerly h 
adyanced on either Side of the Queſtion, rar 


The firſt Argument which the Advocates 
for Lay-Baptiſm bring for its Validity, is 
1 upon the Acts of the Apoſtles, Chap. 
. ver. 41. where three thouſand were bap- 
cred at once; and Chap, iv. 4. where five 
B thouſand 


— 


(1) 
thouſand more were ' baptized at one Time: 
which, ſay they, cannot be ſuppoſed to be 
performed by Sr. Peter alone in the firſt Caſe, 
or by Peter and Jobn in the ſecond ; from 
whence it is inferred, that theſe Apoſtles did 
not baptize ſo many themſelves, but that they 
only baptized ſome of them, and ordered 
ſome others, there preſent, to aſſiſt them, and 
do the Office for the reſt. For, ſay they; 
there were then no Prieſts or Deacans ordain- 
ed, and therefore they who aſſiſted the Apoſ« 
tles and baptized, muſt have been only Lay- 
Men. Again, from A&s x. 42. it is con- 

cluded that Peter did not baptize "Cornelius 
and his Company himſelf, and yet he was the 
only Perſon in holy Orders there preſent, but 
 becommanded tbem to be baptized in the Name 
of the Lord, by ſome of the Lay-Brethren 
attending him. And that they were not 
of the Clergy they think is clear frõm ver. 4.5, 
where they are called they of the Circumcrfion, 
which means nothing more than Jeu con- 
veried to Chriſtianity, | 


1. then 1 221 the MER could 
| authorize the Miniſtration of Lay -Men, there. 


ſeerns no Reaſon to doubt, but Range. when 
. - 


* 
s 
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Wy ſos Cauſe, may do the fame. And het 
they do, it may ve juſtly be ſaid to be their | 
Work; for they who do a Thing by another; 
may propelly be ſaid to do that Thing then 
ſelves, From whence it is concluded, that all 
ttiſms performed by whatever Hande, 
leber by the inferior Clergy, or even Chri- 
lian Lay- Men, are good, if allowed by the 


But this Concluſion ſeems to be a little too 
haſtily drawn. For, in the firſt Place, it does 
not appear from the Words of the Textsaboye 
cited, but that the Apoſtles themſelves might 
baptize the Perſons therein mentioned. For 
John the Baptiſt baptized as great, if not a 
greater Number without any Aſſiſtants· men- 
tionod; as appears from Math. iii. 5. Mark 
i. 5. &c. where we read that then went out 

to bim Jeruſalem and all Judea, and all the 
Regions round about Jordan, 7 were bape 
tized of him in Jordan, confeſſing their Sins, 
In As, chap. iv. ver. 4. there is no Mention 
at all made of Baptiſm, only it is ſaid, chat 
many of them that heard the Word (which 
Peter and Jobn pteached in the Temple) 
Wile and the Number of the Men was 
B 2 baue 


(21 
about five thouſand. No doubt, but after, | 
their Belief they were baptized; but when, or. 
by whom is not expreſſed, They could not 
at that Time be baptized by the Apoſtles, or 
any preſent by their Order, becauſe the two | 
Apoſtles while they were preaching, were 
taken by the Captain of the Temple, and the 
Sadducees, and put into Priſon. Nay, I. 
| think, if we conſider the particular Circum- 
3 ſtances of Peter, his Words will not abſolute- 
| ly exclude him from baptizing Cornelius and 
his Company. This Apoſtle was almoſt 
eaten up with the falſe Notion of the Jews. 
that they alone were the ele& People of God 5. 
ſo that he could not bear to think of the 
Gentiles being admitted into the Kingdom of 
Cbriſt. A Viſion was forced to be thrice re- 
peated, and all little enough to open his Eyes, 
and make him underſtand, And at laſt, 
when, not without Reluctance, he obeyed the 
heavenly Viſion and went to Cornelius; it 
was with Amazement that he, and thoſe of 
the Circumciſion that accompanied him, ſaw 
the holy Spirit fall upon the Converts ; tho“ 
this was, according to Chrift's Promiſe, i in. 
Completion of the Prophecy of Joel, chap. ii. 
ver. 2 8. as Far. himſelf conſeſſed when the 
* Uh * 
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| (. 1 2 ) : 
Hely Ghoſt came down. upon them on the 
Day jp” Pentecoſt. And then he cries out, 28 
at laſt convinced, Can any Man forbid © 
Vater? And be commanded them to be bab. 
tized; theteby declaring them fit Subjects - 
for the Miniſtration of Baptiſm, rather than 
ordering others to adminiſter it. But ad- 
mitting what is contended for above, that the 
Apoſtles ordered ſome others there preſent to 
baptize; this will not make i it a Caſe in Point. 1 
For as this is ſuppoſed to be done in the 
Preſence, and by che expreſs Order or Com- 
mand of the Apoſtles, it amounts to a Sort of 


Ordination for that Act, and for that preſent 


time. © Go ye therefore and diſciple all Na- 
« tions, baptizing them, Cc.“ was the Com- 
miſſion given by Chriſt to the Apoſtles, after 
<« all Power was given unto him in Heaven 
ee and Earth.” Math, xxviii. ver. 18. And af- 
ter they had received this their Commii-—- 
ſion, and were endued with Power from 
« on high,” Luke xxiv. ver. 49. Go and 
baptize theſe Perſons, was a Commiſſion, 
from them for the Act and Time preſent, | 
ſufficient of itfelf to qualify, ordain, and, 
authorize thoſe, to whom this Order Was 
Wind, for Miniſtration. For the Chriſtians 


of 


| 1 
Edle Days, immediately upon their M7 


ceiving and embracing the Faith, had the er- 
arrdinary Gifts of the Holy Ghoft poured 

our upon them; which qualified them to be 
in many Things, for which, Chri- 


of the Spirit, are not qualified. And let me 
add, if 1 may do it without Offence to my 
Sopericrs, that the Apoſtles being endued 


which our Biſhops do not, I preſume, pretend 
to be not endued, ſo as to be enabled to work 
Miracles, and ſee into the very Hearts of 
Men, Sc. they might, (hen, do many Things, 
which their Zucceſſor, for Want of ſuch 
miraculous Powers, clay; er take * 
"= to do. 


Bot how FA the Caſe in Debate e comenp 
to the Caſe by Suppoſition? A private Lay« 


or even Privity of his Dioceſan, takes upon. 


ian 70w, with only the wy Aſſiſtance 


with Power from on high in a Manner in 


Man, without any Commiſſion, Permiſſion, | 


him to baptize, in, what he calls, a Cafe of 
Neceſſity. And the Lawfulneſs of the AR 
and Validity of the Baptiſm is defended, Fith 
cauſe the Apoſtles in their own Preſence, and 
at their own expreſs Command, ordered Per- 


Er 


| (1s) 
ſons, 1 Men ane. 


"Yi is the /ameng5 con 

the leaſt Likeneſs? For the Apoſtles did not, 
by their own State of the Caſe, authorize the 
Miniſtration of Lay-Men-zx pot faf#o; but 
did, themſelves: preſent, command them to be 
their Aſſiſtants in the Miniſtration of Bap- 
tim; Which makes a material Differente, 
nay, quite alters the Caſe, A King, by bis 
| perſonal Command, may order any of his 
3 or Officers to 90 an Act, Which, 
without ſuch Command, would be in itſelf 
invalid, and ſubject the ee tad 
Pen lties, or oven Doſs of il Lie. 


But 8 fot hs — — | 
0 can give Power to Laics to baptize in Cuſes uf 
4 Neceſſity, (Which is a Doctrine and Practiet 
? _ fufficiently Popiſh 3) this muſt be done by 
1 ſome open Declaration of theus,- ſome Ru- 
Ff brick, Canon or Order, publickly made and 
q 
d 


delivered ; as in the Church of Rome. A 
ſuppoſed tacit Permiſſion, ot mere Conni- 
vancg can no more give a Power to Lay- Men 
to baptiae, or make their Baptifans. valid 


— — AD 


(16) 


than-a Conrivance at Crimes copnizable by 1 
their Courts, can abſolve the Offenders from ; 
the Guilt, though it may from the Puniſh- q 
| ment. To inſtance in human Affairs, a . 
| Steward to a Lord of a Manor by a proper ut 
8 written Inſtrument can impower any indiffe- b 
| ni Perſon to admit, pro bac vice tantum,a 1 
| Copyholder into his Copyhold; becauſe be F 
; aQs by, and under the Deputation of a Perſon F 
5 duly qualified to grant ſuch deputative Power. E 
g Add in this Cafe, the Steward by doing the 
N Act by chat other Perſon, does it by himſelf. 
; But no Perſon, without ſuch Deputation, can t 
take upon him, under any Pretence to admit; t 
cr if he ſhould” admit, would his Admiſſion | 
5 be valid; becauſe in that Caſe, for Default of a 
| © a proper Deputation, the Steward cannot oy TT” 
9 be did that Act by another, and fo it Ed 
| not done by himſelf,” Neither has the 85. 1 
[ ward any Power to make ſuch Admiſſion of te 
| Force, or Virtue to the Tenant. And Biſhops a 
| e buy Stewards to Chrify-the' Lord of u 
i Lords. 2 ole alto wr Te) 5 ber; 
"Can then a Bihop be fad to do an A by 01 
another, to which Act he is not even privy ?- 7 


Lin he N ' fatto, pronounce and make an is 
$55. * i Acc 


1 


Act valid, or invalid as he ſhall think fit? 


The Act of Baptiſm, when done, muſt be 


either valid, or invalid in itſelf, with regard to 


the Perſon who is baptized ; and not have 
its Validity remain in eſe, until the Biſhop, 
by his Declaration, ſhall put it in poſſe. And 
if the Baptiſm be in itſelf valid, as to the 
Recipient, it ſtands in no need of the Biſhop's 
Ratification : If it be in itſelf invalid, the 
Biſhop cannot give it any Force or Virtue, 


Had there been any Inſtance in the Scrip. 
tures, where the Apoſtles had declared Bap- 
tiſm, performed by Lay-Men, without their 
Order, or Privity, valid; it would have been 
a parallel Caſe, and determined the Point. 
But the Texts produced above, ſay no ſuch 
Thing, It is not from them an evident Point 
that mere Lay-Men did baptize, or aſſiſt them 
to baptize by the Apoſtles Order. Nor, 
allowing this to be the Caſe, does it come oy 
up to the Point in Debate. 


The Author of Lay- Baptiſin invalid, in 
one of his Pieces, obſerves, ** that all the A- 
« poſtles were then at Jeruſalem, and if 
e each of them had taken his Share, it would 
C © not 


(18) 


not have amounted to above two hundred . 


and. fifty Perſons to be baptized. by an 
Apoſtle in a Day, which might eaſily be 


* done, as it was then the Cuſtom to baptize 
in Rivers or Brooks; for ten, twenty, 
thirty, or even more Perſons might be 
baptized at once, by one Apoſtle applying 
Water to them all at once, and only once 
* ſaying, I baptize ye in the Name of the 


Father, &c. if there had been any Need of 
it, as I think there was not, becauſe the 
Apoſtles might authorize, by their Power, 


a ſufficient Number of Perſons to do the 


Work; as it ſeems St. Peter did, in the 


Caſe of the Baptiſm of Cornelius and his 
Company where the Scripture tells us he 
commanded them to be baptized, Gc. 
They were not then baptized by unautho- 
rized Perſons, but by ſuch as acted by the 
Apoſtles Command); as here alſo it is plain 
that the three thouſand were not baptized 


by Perſons who acted without, much leſs in 


Oppolition to the Authority of the Apoſtles ; 


e for they continued ſteadfalthy in the Apoſtles 


„ Doctrine and Felluuſbip; which they 
could not be ſaid to have done, if they had 


« acted 


. OY OY p , , A 
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619) 
te acted without, or in Oppofition to their 
% Authority or Commiſſion,” 


The next Proof is drawn from the Practice 


of the weſtern Churches; which Practice is 


faid to be founded upon a Cuſtom, or Tra- 
dition, which they declared came down to 
them from the Apoſtles, of recelving all thoſe 
Hereticks, who were baptized in the Name 


of the Trinity, only by Impoſition of Hands. 
And this Cuſtom, or Tradition is ſuppoſed to 


be derived from he Caſes abovementioned, 
viz. Acts ii. ver. 41. x. 48. but with how 
little Reaſon or Probability, I hope, I have 


there ſhewn. 


This Practice of receiving Hereticks, baptiz- 
ed in the Name of the Trinity, by Impoſi- 
tion of Hands only, without re-baptizing 
them, was confirmed in the patriarchal 
Council of Arles 314, and in the General 
Council of Nice 325, In this Council of 
Nice, there are two Canons relating to this 


Affair: In the eighth Canon the Novatians 


are decreed to be received in their reſpective 


Orders; and fo, as they ſuppoſe, without Re- 


Baptization. In the XIXth 'tis appointed 
C:2 that 


. 
that the Paulianifts returning to the Church 
be re-baptized, And the Reaſon of this is ſaid 
to be, becauſe the Novatians baptized in the 
Name of the Trinity; but that the Paulia- 
niſts did not uſe this Form. Give me Leave 
to make a Stricture or two here. I find that 
the Council of Arles which © conſiſted of 
* thirty-three weſtern Biſhops, in her eighth 
© Canon determined the Queſtion about the 
Ne. Baptization of Hereticks,” and ordains 
concerning the Africans, who had always 
re- baptized them, © that if any leave an 
« Hereſy and return to the Church, he ſhall 
* be aſked concerning the Creed, and if it be 
© known that he was baptized in the Name 
« of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy 
« Ghoſt, Impoſition of Hands only +ſhall 
« be given him, that he may receive the 
« holy Spirit; but if he does not acknow- 
e ledge the Trinity, he ſhall be re-baptized,” 
But not a Word about Lay-Baptiſm. And 
the eighth Canon of the Council of Nice, re- 
ferred to above, 1s ſo far from determining 
that the Hereticks therein ordered to be re- 
ceived into the Church without Re-Baptiza- 
tion, were baptized by mere Lay-men ; that 
it proves theſe Novalians to be Clergymen, 
and 


(21) 


and acknowledged by the Nicene Fathers, to 


have had valid Ordination. For it ods 
that upon their Return to the Church, © they 
ce ſhall continue in the ſame Station and cleri- 


ce cal Orders they were in before, only receiv- 


« ing a reconciliatory Impoſition of Hands by 


« Way of Abſolution.“ As the late Rev. Mr. 


Bingham, who was an Advocate for Lay- 


Baptiſm, juſtly paraphraſes the Canon in his 


ſcholaſtical Hiſtory of Lay-Baptiſm Part I. 


Page 92. The Greek 1s yeipoberuuetves avres MENEIN 


ret en 79. he. Which proves they muſt have 


been of the Clergy before, or they could not 


remain or continue among them after theic 
Return: for they were to continue, or re- 
main after their Return what they were 


before their Return, therefore they were of 


the Clergy before their Return. So that there 
muſt have been Biſhops and Prieſts, &c, a- 
mong the Novatians, whom the Council here 
acknowledges to be in real valid Orders 
though Schiſmaticks. For if the Nicene Fa- 
thers had not thought ſo, they would not have 


decreed that the Novationg ſhould (MENEIN) 
remain in the Clergy, So that this Canon 


has no Relation to Baptiſm by Perſons who 
were never at all commiſſioned to baptize, 
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( 22) | 
or by mere Lay-Men, which is the Point in 
Debate. And as to the Paglianifs mention- 
ed in the nineteenth Canon; I find this Ac- 
count of Paulinus (from whom they were 
named) viz. © that Meletius Biſhop of An- 


* tioch, made Propoſals to him his Antagoniſt,” 


[who though he was of the ſame Faith, yet 
kept up a Church divided in Communion 
from Meletius] © to join their Flocks and 
« diſpute no longer about Primacy and Go- 


« ernment. If it be the Throne [ſays Meletius] 


te that creates the Diſpute, I will try to 


© take away this Cauſe alſo ; we will lay the 


« holy Goſpel upon the Seat, and then each 
e of us take his Place on either Side of it. 


* And if I die firſt, you ſhall take the Go- 


« yernment of the Flock alone; but if it be 
4. your Fate to die before me, then J will 
< feed them according to my Power: But 
« Paulinus would not acquieſce nor hearken 
& to him.” Bingbam's Antiquities, vol, I. 
Page 163. 


u this it appears, that Paulinus, though a 
Schiſmatick, was yet looked upon as a real 
Biſhop, and owned to be, ſo by Meletius his 
Propoſal to Paulinus, of his ſharing with him 


WG 


(23) 
in his own epiſcopal Throne during his Life, 
and of wholly poſſeſſing and enjoying it after 
his Death, if he ſurvived him. But if the 
Paulianiſis did not baptize in the Name of 
the Trinity, as St. Auguſtine believes they did 
not, then their Baptiſms were abſolutely null 
and invalid, by whomſoever adminiſtered, and 
therefore, upon their Return to the Church, 
they were to be received into it by good and 
valid Baptiſm. So that theſe Councils deter- 
mine nothing in Favour of the Validity of 
mere Lay-Baptiſm, that is, of Baptiſm ad- 
miniſtred by Perſons never once commiſſion- 
ed at all to baptize ; but relate to the Validity 
of Baptiſm adminiſtred by Clerics, though 
Hereticks and Schiſmaticks: It being the 
Opinion of theſe Councils that the Hereſy or 
Schiſm of the Miniſter did not ſuperſede his 
Commiſſion, or null and void his miniſterial 
Acts and ſacerdotal Powers, But to return, 


The Sum then of the Proof is this; about 
the Year 257 Pope Stephen and all his Col - 
legues of the weſtern Churches, except thoſe 
in Afric, and even ſeveral of theſe too declare, 
that the Practice of receiving Hereticks into 
the Church who were baptized 1 1n the Name 

of 


| (24) 
of the Trinity, without Reiteration of Bap- 
tiſm, was an antient Cuſtom, or Tradition, 
which came down to them from the Apoſ- 
tles; and the Church of Afric robich is 
| ſuppoſed to have received her Chriſtianity 
from the Church of. Rome] received alſo this 
Cuſtom along with her Chriſtian Faith ; 
which ſhe followed until Agrippinus altered 
it, about the Year 190, as it is ſuppoſed. 
Whence it is alſo further ſuppoſed, that ſhe. 
received her Chriſtianity and this Tradition, 
or Cuſtom along with it about the Year 120. 


| That this Cuſtom was Aries] from the 
Apoſtles, Peter and Paul, is not ſo fully p rov- 
ed, as the Importance of the Matter in De- 
bate, requires it ſhould be. But as my De- 
ſign is not to endeaver to prejudice, but in- 
form you, by fairly ſtating the Arguments 
and Proofs for both Sides of the Queſtion ; 1 
ſhall leave it to your own Judgment to place 
all the Weight upon this oral Tradition, you 
ſhall think it able to bear. And I ſhall only 
beg Leave to obſerve, that to bring this Ar- 
gument home to the Point in Hand, there 
ſhould be fuller Proof, than, I think, there is, 
that * Hereticks received into the Church 
' without 


w 


2 


t 


9 


1 25 | 
without, Re-baptization, - were - baptized by 
mere. Laymen: : For ſome of theſe Heretics 
might have been regularly baptized before 
they ſeparated from the Church, or might be 
carried by their Parents when hey went from 
the Church, but yet might have been baptiz- 
ed by the Chuceh, by duly qualified Perſons 


of the Church Catholic; and upon ſeeing. 


their Error, they might return to her again, 
and ſo be received by Impoſition of Hands 
only, And there might be ſome of the Clergy 
among them who had been regularly ordained | 
before they became Heretics, &c. For the 
Proof that is brought in Support of the con- 
trary Allegation amounts to no more than 


ſome general Aſſertions, that the more an- 


tient Heretics had no Biſbops among them; 
and ſome declamatory Appeals made by ſome 


of the Fathers to the Heretics, for them to 


ſhew a regular Succeſſion of Biſhops from the 
Apoſtles, &c. telling them, at the ſame Time, 
that none of the Biſhops ever apoſtazed, but 
that the Church, diſperſed throughout the 


World, having received the” Faith from the 
Apoſtles and their Diſciples, carefully pre- 
ſerved it, inhabiting, as it were, one Houſe, 


on rad the Biſhops ales in the Church, 
neither 
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Queſtion upon a quite different Foating... 


( 26 ) 4 
neither the moſt eloquent of tbem ſays any Thing 
but what the Daw, the Prophets, and our 


Lord preacheth, nor be that is weak in Speech 


diminiſheth the R ADI T Io for tbere being 
but one Paith; neither he, who was able. to 
diſcourſe fully about it, made it larger, nor 
be, who bad little" to ſay, leſſened it; Here 


it is to be noticed, that the Succeſſion of 
Hiſdops in every Church is made the Canal by 


which the apoſtolical Doctrines flowed down 
to them. So that the whole is put upon oral 
Tradition, and 'yot pen — written Mund. 


Ie ſudwie; to your Divirniingilcs ali 
Evidence produced to prove that the Heretic: 
received into the Church by Impoſition of 
Hands only, were baptized hy mere Laymen ; 
only ſhall beg leave to obſerve, that if it 
ſhou'd appear that hey had among them Per. 
ſons duly © qualified to adminiſter: the Sacra» 
ments before they became ſubject to that De. 
nomination ; then the original of the Tradi- 
tion might ba that Perſons, baptized by cleric, 
tho heretical Hands, were not to be re · bap⸗ 


tired, but admitted into the Church by Im- 


ſition.of Hands only. Which. will put the 


And 


_ ) 

And in Truth, this was the Caſe. The 
Hetetics received into the Church, by Impo+ 
ſition of Hands 1 8 were not ſuch as had 
been baptized by mere Laymen, but by ſuch 
as had received epiſcopal Ordination from th 
Hands of ſome catholic Biſhop or other, and 
whoſe Ordination was valid in the Opinion of 
thoſe Churches who allowed theſe Baptiſins. 
For generally the heretical Biſhops were con- 
ſecrated, before they fell into Hereſy, by ca- 
tbolic Biſhops, or elſe afterwards, by ſome 
Trick or other, got private Confecration from 
them, that ſo their Hereſies might go the bet- 
ter down with the People. Novatian was 
conſecrated by three Biſhops. Paulinus was 
acknowledged a Biſbop by Meletius whom he 
rivalled in the See of Antioch. And the 
Diſpute was not, as here ſuppoſed, whether 
Perſons baptized by Laymen, who never had 
any Commiſſion, were to be re-baptized or 
__ But whether Biſhops, Prieſts and Dea- 

, after they became Heretics, . or Schiſ- 
= and while they continued in their 
Hereſy and Schiſm, were to be looked upon 
as valid Adminiſtrators of the Sacraments ; 
and fo whether Perſons, baptized by ſuch, 
were to be re- baptized or no upon their Ad- 
; D 2 miſſion 
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miſſion. into the Church. St. Gprian and 
his Collegues were for diſannulling the Mi- 
niſtries of ſuch Clerics; and ſo having Per- 
ſons baptized by them, to be re- baptized up- 
on their being received into the Church. St. 
Stephen and his Collegues, on the contrary, 
allowed the miniſterial Acts of ſuch Clerics, 
and therefore ordered ſuch as were baptized 
by them to be received, upon their return, 
into the Church by Impoſition of Hands only. 
80 that what is urged by the Advocates for 
Lay- baptiſm from Antiquity, is not for their 
Purpoſe; for the Baptiſms adminiſtred by he- 
retical, ſchiſmatical, or ſuch like Prieſts, 
were not Baptiſims of the fame Nature with 
our falſe Baptiſms performed by Perſons who 
never were at all commiſſioned to baptize ; 
and conſequently the Practice of thoſe 
Churches is no Proof that n held 75 
bene to i valid.” . 


Let us now n ER tal a View of the 
other ws 1 * ee . 


11 . is Pace Stephen excommuni- 
l ſeveral Biſhops upon Account of their 
n from this EIA and Practice of 


receiving 


1C 
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receiving Heretics into the Church by 15 855 5 


ſition of Hands only ; which proves that either 
theſe excommunicated: Biſhops knew nothing 


of, or held doubtful this 7 radition: For had 


they been convinced that this was 2 Cuſtom, 
or Tradition, handed down to them ben | 
the Apoſtles, it can never be ſuppoſed that 


they would fo obſtinately ſet themſelves in 
Oppoſition to an apoftolical Cuſtom or Tra- 


dition; eſpecially, if we conſider the Account 


given above by Euſebius of the Uniformity in 


Faith and Practice of the Churches of thoſe 


Times, in carefully preſerving the nin 
that they s received from the aan 


| The e of e ne 


Cilieia, Pontus and Gallatia, which laſt was 


early planted by St. Paul, from whom they 
make this Cuſtom, or Tradition, to be de- 
rived ; and ſeveral others of the neighbouring 


Provinces did not fallow it; St. Cyprian and 


his Collegues, who were Biſbops of the nu- 


merous and far extended African and eaſtern 
Churches, oppoſed Pope Stepben in this Prac- 


tice, and were unanimouſly againſt it. The 

Greek Churches were againſt it: and to of 

its moſt eminent Fathers, St. Bafil and St. 
1 


30) 

chanſahan have clearly "FA TY 
The firſt, who was Biſhop of Cæſurea lays, 
that thoſe whom a laic baptiaes are to be 
4 re-baptized.” Aud the latter, who was 
Arch- biſhop of Conftantinaple, 398, declares, 
that **, Baptiſm can be no. more adminiſtred 
t by a Layman than the Euchariſt: But all 
< theſe are Things (ſays he) which can be 

« adminiſtred by 20 otber Man kving, but 
e * by thoſe ſacred dae e the dt Hoe 5 
cc ay of che T. 
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And whos mages _ macs againſt the 
Validity of Lay-baptiſm is, that for about the 
firſt Two hundred Vears of Chriſt we hear 
nothing of Lay - baptiſms being adminiſtred, 
nor of any Thing in Favour of them, either 
directly, or indirect. And in the Year 
1166 Lucas Chryſoberges held a general 
Council of the Greek Church in Trallb, in the 
imperial Palace at Conſtantinnnle, at which 
were preſent three Patriarchs, Lucas of Con- 
flantinople, Atbangſius of Antiach, and Ni- 
cepborus of Jeruſalem, together with Fifty- 
ſeyen Met ropolitans, beſides other Biſhops, as 
Dr. Gave informs us. Hiſt. Lit. FRO 
b. 676. and Vol, II p. 418—19. 


[ 31) 1 
Now in this Synod according to Mar. 
Blafter, Biſhop Beveridge s Pandects, Vol. II. 
p. 42. Manuel; Biſhop of Htraclea, aſked 
whether he ouglit to receive; as one of the 
faithful, a Perſon who had been baptized by 
a Layman who pretended to be in holy Or- 
ders? Becauſe there was ſuch a Caſe in his 
Dioceſe. And the Synod determined that 
ſuch were to be re. baptized; becauſe the 
MNiniſtry of Baptiſm was committed vn) to 
Biſhops and Prieſts, according to the Forty- 
ſixth and Forty- ſeventh apoſtolical Canon. 
And Math, Blaſtar alſo himſelf}, whoi flou- 
riſhed in. that Church near) Two! hundred 
Years: after: this Council was held; via in 
the Vear 1335 teſtifies this to have been the 
Senſe of that Church in his Time; and ſays 
that! © if a Man ſhall ſay that Baptiſim given 
„ ought: to be reputed true 

<< gRaptiſm, he may as well ſay, that thoſe 
* who are ordained by a Layman, who has 
«« feigned himſelf to be a Biſhop, ought to be 
C eſteemed a Clergyman after the Fraud has 
% been datectedꝭ which is abſurd. And 
he intimates, that the Advocates for the Vali- 
dity of Lay-baptiſm, had nothing to ſet up in 
Defence of this Doctrine, but a Story, which 
: is 


{2321 > 


is now generally rejected as falſe 4 toitied, 
of St. Atbanaſui baptizing Children whilſt a 


Bojz and that thoſe who were: ſo baptized . 


were» judged: to have received true Baptiſm. 
Foiwhich Math. Bluſtar replies that what 
s done contrary to the Canons, ought not 
*\to; be drawn into Example. Which is an 


Aidity of Laycbaptiſm. And Sineon of Thi 
Alanita (as cited by Dr. Taylor in his Ductar 
Dubituntium, Quarto Edition, p. 638; 639.) 
dieclatres * that no Man baptizts bat he that 
is in holy Orders. Nom this Simeun 
fiouriſhed about the Near 140 and died not 
till 14 
rat Church 80 that we may conclude, 
chat till within theſe Three · hundred Yeats 
laft paſt, it was not the Senſe of that Church 
that Faith in the Trinity; gives, Validity to 


A Orr 
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+ e Thus Aands the Cale in-Dipute wich) Re- 
ard to Antiquity; How far favourable! to 
the' ep . me * _ 
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Eridence that the Canons of the Greek 
QOhutch, in his Time, were againſt the Va- 


19, and whs a Mrrrapplitan of tlie 


1 


1 come next to the Arguments for the 


under the two following Articles. 


does by no publick Act of bers make, or de- 
clare, Lay-baptiſm to be invalid, or order 


baptized.” And, Secondly, That the Prieft 


fore if the Baptiſm be performed in its Effen- 


_ tials, that is, according to the Church, the 
Matter and the Words, though ſhe candeains 


the Uſurpation of this Office by a Lay-man, 
yet with Regard to the innocent Recipient, 
rhe Baptiſm i ig valid, though irregular, 


As to the feſt Article. 


Words declare the Nullity of Lay baptiſm; 
burt is this ſufficient of itſelf to prove that ſhe 
holds, or admits Lay-baptiſm to be valid? 
And yet this ſhould be proved to be the direct 
Conſequence of her Silence by thoſe who 


Validity of Lay- baptiſm drawn from the 
Senſe of ous own Church in her Articles and 
Rubric And theſe may be comprehended 


Firſ, r is ; fart the Church of England 


Children baptized by Lay-men to be re- 


is not an eſſential Adminiſtrator, and there- 


The Church does not indeed in ſo many 


E would 
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would make that Silence an Argument and 


Proof of the Validity of Lay baptiſm · 
Where does the Church, by any publick Act 


of hers make, or declare, Lay-adminiſtration 
of the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper to be 


invalid ? And yet, I preſume, her Silence in 
this Point, is no Proof, that Bread and Wine 
ſeriouſly given by. a Lay-man, or Woman, 

as the, Lord's Sacrament, is therefore "the 
Lord's Sacrament. And if not, then neither 
can her Silence in Relation to the other Sa- 
crament.of Baptiſm be Proof that ſhe allows 


the V alidity of Lay-baptiſm, For the very 
ſame Arguments which are brought to prove 


that the Church does not diſallow- the Vali- 
dity and Efficacy of Baptiſms irregularly 


adminiſtred by Lay-bands, will equally prove 


that ſhe does not diſallow the Validity and 
Efficacy of the Sacrament of the Lord's 


| Pee” cds adminiſtred by Lay-Hands. 


je 9 us. PR —— this 3 from the 
Silence of the Church will hold 1 in human 
Affairs. 


ww; AR 4 Parliament enacts chat any Per- 


fon or Perſoris makin g Information u upon Oath 
before 


aa @ 


1 
before the next Juſtice of the Peace of ſuch, 
or ſuch Matters, ſhall be entitled to ſuch, and 


ſuch Rewards, Damages, or &c, but does 


not declare that in Caſe the faid Information 
be made before any other Perſon. than a Ja- 


ſtice of the Peace, that then they ſhall not be 
intitled to the ſaid Reward, or &c. Suppoſe 


now the Information be made before a neigh- 
bouring Gentleman, not in the Commiſſion 


of the Peace, who happens to live ſome Miles 
| Nearer to the Informer than any Juſtice of the 
Peace; and ſuppoſe every Form and Punc- 
tilio be obſerved, and no Defect any where 
but in the proper Officer before whom the 


Information is enacted to be made: Will 


ſuch Information intitle the Perſon to the 
Reward, &c? Or will the Silence of the 
Act of Parliament in not declaring the ſaid 
Information to be null and void if made before 
any Perſon but a Juſtice of the Peace, be 


allowed to be conſtrued into the*Validity of 


the ſaid Information when actually, though 
irregularly made before an uncommiſſioned, 


and therefore before an unqualified Perſon ? 
And if ſuch a Conſtruction will not be ſuffer- 


ed to be put upon an Act of the State, or to 


be pleaded in Court : Why mult it be put 
E 2 upon 
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upon an Act of the Church, which enacts 
that © it is not lawful for any Man to take 


«© ypon him the Office of miniſtring the Sa- 
t craments before he be laufully called and 


“ ſent to execute the ſame,” though ſhe does 


not, in ſo many Words, declare the Mini- 
ſtry of Perſons not lawfully called, or ſent to 
be invalid. And why muſt it be brought as 
a Proof that ſhe allows Lay-baptiſm ? For if 
an Act of the State which appropriates the 
Execution of any Office to a particulat Perſon 


or Perſons doth thereby not only prohibit all 


others from meddling with the Office, but alſo 
makes their Acts, if they preſume to do fo, 


null and invalid to all Intents and Purpoſes, 


then, this Act of the Church, that none ſhall 
baptize but thoſe who are /aw/ully called and 


ſent, does not only prohibit the Laity from 


baptizing in any Caſe, or under any Pretence 
whatſoever, but alſo nulls and invalidates 
ſuch Lay-baptiſms. When the Church in 
her Twenty-third Article declares that © it 
« is not lawful for any Man to take upon him 
t the Office of Miniſtring the Sacraments 


before he be lawfully called and ſent to 


t execute the ſame,” And again in her 
Twenty- irt Article when ſhe ſays, © We 


give 
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(37) 
ic. 360 not to our Princes the Miniſtring either 
«-of God's Word, or of the Sacraments.” 

I aſk when ſhe thus ſpeaks, does ſhe only 
mean to declare that the lawfully called and 
ſent Miniſter is only juſt requiſite, for the 


Form; ſake, to the Adminiſtration of the Sa- 


craments, and that they may be as validly and 


_ effectually adminiſtred by Lay- men, though 


at the ſame Time ſhe prohibits them from 
meddling with theſe Offices ? 


If the Church allows of Lay-baptiſm to be 
valid, or doth not diſallow it to be invalid, 


which is the ſame Thing ; the Articles can 


only mean as above. For if the Recipient 
partakes of all the ſpiritual Benefits of Baptiſm 


though adminiſtred by Perſons not lawfully 


called or ſent, contrary to the Intent, nay | 
expreſs Words of the Articles; then Lay- 


baptiſm is in every Reſpect as good as Cleric- 


baptiſm. And it will be difficult to give any 
other Reaſon for ſo expreſly prohibiting Lay- 
men to baptize, ſave to appropriate to the 
clerical Order an Office which brings them 


ſome Gain from, and gives them ſome 
Weight among the People : Though at the 
lame Time it is — that what that 


Order 


(38) 

Order does, ann be done, wick as much Es. 
ficacy to the Recipient, by any one not of 
that Order. But if this Conſtruction of the 
Articles be ſo abſurd as ſcarcely to be admit- 
ted; then, by declaring the Miniſtration of 
Baptiſm by Lay- hands to be unlawful with 
Regard to the Adminiſtrator, as the Church 
does by her Twenty: third Article, ſhe muſt 
be underſtood to mean to declare, that it is 
alſo null 1 in gal as to the ee. 


By what ks and in * Name, 

I alk, doth the lawtully cailed and ſent Mi- 
niſter act? Is it not in the Name of Chriſt, 
and by his Authority and Commiſſion, that 
.he adminiſters the Sacraments? And are not 
they effectual becauſe of Chriſt's Inſtitution 
and Promiſe? And if ſo, then we ſee the 

| Reaſon of the Church's Declaration, that 
none but thoſe. who are lawfully called and 
ſent ought to adminiſter the Sacraments, 
(of which Baptiſm is one) namely, becauſe 
the Prieſt acts, not in his own Name, but in 
Chriſt's Name. And he acts thus, by Vir- 
tue of the Commiſſion and Authority given 
him by Ordination; which Commiſſion and 
Authority is derived from Chriſt's Inſtitution 
and 
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( 39 ) 
and Promiſe given to his Apoſtles, and by 
them tranſmitted down by a regular and un- 
interrupted Succeſſion of Perſons lawfully 
called and ſent. As then it is the Inſtitution 
and Promife of Chriſt which makes the Sa- 
craments effectual; and the Perſon who is to 
adminiſter them, acts not in his own, but i in 
the Name of Ohriſt, and by his Commiſſion 


and Authority; it follows that the Sacraments 
are not effectual unleſs the ſame be miniſtred 


by Perſons who act in Chriſt's Name, by his 
Commiſſion and Authority, and under his In- 


litution. But Lay- men act not in his Name, 
nor by his Authority or Commiſſion, neither 


under his Inftitution, &c. And therefore 
the Sacraments [of which Baptiſm is one} 
adminiſtred by een N vcid, ani 
invalid.” a 7471 
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When Chu ee Ane to his 
Diſciples Go ye teach all Nations baptizing 
« them in the Name &c. Did he intend 
that his Commiſſion ſhould be of no Value, 
of no Efficacy in the Adminiſtration of Bap- 
tiſm? Were they not, by Virtue of that 


Commillion'to be locked upon as his Repre- 


ſentatives, as his Miniſters upon Earth 
Were 


( 49 ) 1 
Were not the Offices they were to execute 
under that Commiſſion to be deemed as his 
Acts, and as done by him? And laſtly, did 
not the Commiſſion given unto them confer 
Virtue and Validity on the Acts they did, 
provided they executed them in the Manner 
and Form preſcribed to them by the Inſtitu- 
tor? Or did Chriſt make the Matter and 
Form the ſole Inſtrument to convey the 
ſpiritual Benefits of Baptiſm, excluſive of the 
commiſſioned Adminiſtrator? If ſo, for what 
ſerveth the Miniſter and the Commiſſion ? 
If the ſpiritual-Benefits can be conveyed to the 
Recipient from the Matter and Form alone 
whoever be the Adminiſtrator; a Lay-man 
1s; in this Caſe, as valid an Adminiſtrator as a 
Clergyman. And to what Purpoſe then is 
particular Commiſſion given to a ther 
Order of Men, appropriating them to an 
Office, which, notwithſtanding this Appro- 
-pfiation, any one, without this Commiſſion 
can execute as validly and effectually as the 


\ Perſons who are particularly 2 to 
execute the Ofkice ? 


Did not Chriſt nin the Adminiſtrator 
ate as the Matter and Form of Baptiſm ? 


d 0 ww | » 
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1 
And did this * Inſtitution make the one ſo 
valid and efficacious, aud leave the other | 
quite deſtitute of any Value or Efficacy at all, 
in the very Office which he was ſpecially 
appointed to execute? For this muſt be the 
Caſe, if a Lay-man, by adminiſtring the 
Matter and Form, can convey all the Bene- 
fits of Baptiſm, And if a Lay-man cannot 
do this, he can do nothing ; tor there are na 
Degrees of Validity 3 ſo that what is not 
wholly valid, is wholly invalid. And if a 
Lay- hand can convey all the ſpiritual Benefits 
of Baptiſm, he can do every Thing without 


a Commiſſion, which a lawfully called and 


ſent Perſon can do by Virtue of his Com- 
miſſion. 


But it may be aſked, if the Church of 
England thought Lay-baptiſm to be invalid, 


why did the not, in Caſe of Lay- p 
order Rebaptization. 


This Queſtion, I muſt obſerve, _— 
itſelt: For if ſhe holds the Invalidity of Lay- 
baptiſm, ſhe has no Occaſion to ſay. any 
Thing about the Matter; becauſe the Child, 


in that Caſe, is to be cad as unbaptized, 
EP od cs | and 


(4) 
and treated as ſuch. And if Queſtions are 
ſuch weighty Arguments, I aſk in my Turn, 
where doth * Church forbid — 


An eminent Divine of our own Church, 
in a late Piece of his *, acknowledges if it 
ſhall appear upon * the Queſtion by whom 
* was this Child baptized? that it was bap- 
* tized by a Lay-hand ; but that at the ſame 
* Time it was baptized with Water, and 
* with the right Form of Words,” (which 
according to him, are the Eſſentials of Bap- 
tiſm) that even then the Child cannot be 
admitted as being already lawfully baptized, 
becauſe * all is not well done and according 
eto due Order concerning the Baptiſm of the 
* Child.” But what is there wanting in this 
Caſe? Nothing but a commiſſioned Admi- 
niſtrator. And he and his Commiſſion, the 
Doctor ſays, are not mentioned in the Rubric 
at the End of the Office for private Baptiſm, 
das if this were a Point not eſſential, not 


6 * y 


* The Rubrick in the Book of Common- EN 
and the Canons of the Church of England, as far as 
they relate to the Parochial Clergy, confidered by 
Thomas Sharp D. D. Archdeacon of Nerthumbsrland, | 
1753. 


(43) 


e abſolutely neceſſary.” Can then a Point 


not eſſential, not abſolutely neceſſary, be yet 
ſo eſſential, fo abſolutely neceflary as to 
prevent the Child from being received into 
the Church as already baptized ? Baptiſm 
þy Lay-hands (the Form of Adminiſtration 
being ſtrictly adhered to) is either in its own 
Nature valid or invalid, one or the other it 
mult be, there can be no Medium. If it is 
valid, then the Child ought to be received as 
already baptized. If the Child cannot be 
received as already baptized, then Lay- 
baptiſm is, in the Eye of the Church, inva- 
lid ; and the Child is to be looked upon as 


manifeſtly and confeſſedly unbaptized ; and is 


to be publickly baptized, For what can he 
plainer ? The Child, in the Caſe above, is 
either validly baptized or not. If it is validly 
baptized, then Lay-baptiſm is valid, If the 
Child is not validly baptized, then Lay- 
baptiſm is invalid, If Lay-baptiſm be valid 
the Child ought to be received as already 


baptized. If Lay-baptiſm be invalid, the 


Child cannot be received as already baptized, 
becauſe it is really unbaptized, and therefore 


_ -ought to be publickly baptized, 


F 2 And 


i 3 

And it appears, not a little ſurprizing, to 
have the Validity of Lay-baptiſm founded 
upon the Non-eſſentiality of a commiſſioned 
Adminiſtrator, and at the ame Time to have 
the Deficiency of a commiſſioned Admini- 
ſtrator owned as a Bar to the receiving the 
Child into the Church as already baptized. 
Since a Thing that is not neceſſary or eſſen- 
tial to the Validity of an Act, cannot affect 
the Act as to its Validity. And if it be fup- 
"poſed to affect its Validity, it is tacitly owning 


it to be neceſſary and eat to the e Validity 
of the Act. | 


th: agree with the Doctor that the * "a 
ce thetical Form cannot be uſed if by the An- 
ee {wer made to the firſt Interrogatory, by 
0 whom was this Child baptized ? It ſhould 
ee appear that the Child was baptized by a 
* Lay-hand ; becauſe that Form is preſcribed 
« only in Caſes where through Haſte or 
& Fear, or &c. there might e ſome 
806 Omiſſion 1 in the Matter and Form.“ 


And it is obſervable that We Nübeie dos 
not enjoin any Queſtions at all to be aſked 
concerning the Child's previous Baptiſm, 


' unleſs 


19 


—— 


mw 


CP: 
unleſs it was baptized by a lawful Miniſter, 


For the Rubric lays ce but if the Child were 


s baptized by any other Jawfu] Minifter 
than the Miniſter of the Pariſh) then the 


ec Miniſter of the Pariſh, where the Child 
te was born or chriſtened, ſhall examine and 
« try whether the Child be lawfully baptized 
« or no.” That is, when he is fatisfied 
about the Laiwfaluek and Validity of the Ad- 
miniſtrator; he is then, and not till Th,, to 


ſatisfy himſelf about the Legality and Validity 


of the Adminiſtration,” or the Matter and 
Form; becauſe through Haſte or Fear, in 
Caſes of Extremity, a lawful Adminiſtrator 
might be guilty of ſome Omiſſions. Again, 
The Rubric in the Form of private Baptiſm ; 
orders that the Miniſter of the Pariſh, or 
& in his Abſence, any other lawful Miniſter 


* that can be procured, ” ſhall adminiſter 


private Baptiſm, in Caſes of Neceſſity, after 
the Manner there preſcribed, and then ſays, 
i Jet them (viz, that are preſent) not doubt 
„but that the Child fo baptized is /awfully 
cc and ſufficiently baptized, and ought not Zo 
« be baptized again.” If then a Child 
lawfully and jufficiently baptized, ought not 
to be baptized again; it follows that a Child 

not 


(46) | 
not lawfully and  fufficiently baptized, ought 
to be baptized again; but a Child baptized by 
a Lay-hand is not Jawfully and ſufficiently 
baptized, therefore a Child baptized by a 
4 dune to be baptized again. 


5 I come next to the ſcoond Article, Whether 
the lawfully called and ſent Miniſter be efſen- 
tial to the valid Adminiſtration of Baptiſm? 


The only Argument I haveever met with 
for the Prieſt not being Hentiol to the Ad- 
miniſtration of Baptiſm is founded upon the 
Rubric in private Baptiſm z where the Matter 
and. Form are called ſame Things eſſential to 
the Sacrament, and alſo eſſential Parts, as in 
the Rubric at the latter End of this Office. 


Now had the Church declared the Water 
and the Wordt to be the only eſſentiali of 
Baptiſm, then the Argument would have 
bon good; but calling them /ome Things 
eſſential, or eſſential Parts; doth by no 
Means make them efential M holes, or exclude 
the Prieſt from being allo an eſſential Part. 


Nay ſaying that they are eſſential Parts, ſup- 
m__ that there is ſomething elſe that is eſſen- 
tial. 


( 47 
tia, And what is that but the lawfully 
called and ſent Adminiſtrator ? 


The Rubric, by the Queſtions ordered to 
be put to thoſe who bring the Child to be 
received into the Church, ſeems ſo far from 
excluding the Prieſt from being an eſſential 
Adminiſtrator, that it rather ſuppoſes too 
much might be attributed to him, and his 
| facred Character, even to the making them 
| fanQify Omiſfions, &c. And therefore it 
further demands with what Matter and 


„ = with what Words was this Child baptized ?” 
. That having firſt ſecured the Lawfulneſs of 
, the Adminiſtrator, the Church might next 


be aſſured of the Eſſentiality of the Things 
adminiſtred; becauſe ſome of theſe might be 
omitted by an · eſſential Adminiſtrator. And 
the Office or Authority of the Baptizer, 


„ 
£ though eſſential to the Adminiſtration of this 
> Sacrament, is not ſufficient to give Validi 

A buy itſelf, without the Eſſentials of the Things 


D to be adminiſtred, which are Vater and the 
e Form in the Name of the Trinity ; which 
t. are the /ome Things eſſential to this Sacra- 
* ment, which the Rubric here ſpeaks of, and 
* the 28 is the other eſſential to the 


l. Adminiſtration 
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648) Fn. 
Adminiſtration of it 3 AS! appears | by the 
Twenty-third and Twenty-fixth Articles. 
And theſe three are the Things required to 
the having a/l Things done as they ought to 


! Suppoſe the Adminiſtrator had been called 
an eſſential Part, or ſomething eſſential to 
Baptiſm, and nothing had been ſaid about 


the Matter and Form, would this have ex- 


cluded the Water and the Words from being 


eſſentials? If it be ſaid the Scripture makes 


them eſſentials. I aſk where doth the Scrip- 
ture do this in Excluſion of the Adminiſtra- 
tor? For go ye bapti ze, is as much an efſen- 
tial, ' as in the Name of the Trinity; And 
therefore noone can be a valid Adminiſtrator, 
but he who has received this ſacred Commiſ- 
fion lawfully. derived to him by a ſucceflive 
Ordination from the Apoſtles, But a Lay- 
man has received no ſuch Commiſſion, and 
therefore his uncommiſſioned Acts, are inva- 


lid Acts. And I ſhould be glad if the Advo- 


cates for the Non- eſſentiality of the prieſtly 
Commiſſion to the Validity of Baptiſm would 
be pleaſed to produce ſome poſitive Proofs, 
where the Law of Chriſt lays a greater Streſs 
. „* 


(49) 


either upon the Matter or the Form, than it 
does __ the Commi Non. 


FS the. Office for ordering of Prieſts, the 
Biſhop delivering to the Prieſt, kneeling, the 
Bible into his Hand ſays, * take thou Autbo- 


© rity to preach the Word of God, and to 


_ miniſter, the Sacraments. -S Is not this mak- 


ing the Adminiſtration of the Sacraments to 
be eſſential to the Office of Prieſt ? For what 


availeth this Authority given him, if the Sa- 
craments can be validly adminiſtred without 


this Authority? So in the Office for publick 


Baptiſm, the Prieſt prays to God in Behalf of 
the Baptized thus, © Grant that whoſoever is 
te here, or (as in the Office for thoſe of riper 


| Years) that they being here dedicated to 


te thee by our Office and Miniftry, may alſo 
ex be endued with heavenly Virtues,” &c. Is 


not this Dedication of Perſons to God made 
by Virtue of the prie/tly Office and Miniſtry? 
And can it be validly made by Perſons wholly 
void and deſtitute. of ſuch Office and Mini- 


ſtry? And can the Church, after ſuch open 
Declarations, - be ſuppoſed to allow the Vali- 


dity of W ? I think not. 


1 Ss The 
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(5). 

The Scripture does no where, that I know 
of, in expreſs Terms null and make 'void a 
Baptiſm performed without Water, nor with- 
out the Form in the Name of the Trinity. 
But it is null and void by the Law of Chriſt, 
becauſe that requires Water and the Form. 
If then a Baptiſm without the Matter and the 
Form be null and void, becauſe the Matter 


\ 


and the Form are required; by Parity of 


Reaſon, a Baptiſm without a commiſſioned 
Ad Wimidrfor is null and void, becauſe a 
comiſfioned Adminiſtrator is required by 
the Articles of the Church of bon gland 
founded en the Law of Chriſt.” 


The Church in her 'Thirtieth Article je call 


the Bread and Wine “ both Parts of the 


Lord's Sacrament,” but 14 nothing of 
the Adminiſtrator, MO 


Will it thence follow that a commiſſioned 
Adminiſtrator is not an Eſſential of this Sacra- 


ment; or may a Lay-hand adminiſter this 


Sacrament alſo effectually? If a commiſſioned 
Adminiſtrator is an Eſſential of the Sacrament 
of the Lord's Supper ; where, and by what 
19 he made ſo, which does not equally make a 
commiffioned 


Ca k 


commiſſioned. Adminiſtrator eſſential to the 


| Sacrament of Baptiſm ? And if the only Sa- 


craments which Chriſt has ordained in his 


Chureh as generally neceſſary to Salvation, 

can be validly and effectually adminiſtred by 
Lay- hands, to what End hath he ordained 
| the Prieſthood? And what will become of 


it? The State, indeed, whilſt it ſees fit may 


by its Authority veſt the fole Adminiſtration 


of the Sacraments in the Clergy, but this will 


be only Prieſtcraft, ſupported by State- 


craft, For if the Matter and Form, or the 


outward Parts and Symbols of the Sacraments 


be the only Eſſentials, every one will per- 
ceive that where theſe are preſerved, the Sa- 
craments will be valid and effectual by what 
Hands ſoever they are adminiſtred. For if a 


commiſſioned and authorized Miniſter be not 


eſſential to the Adminiſtration of the Sacra- 
ments, or be not an eſſential Adminiſtrator, 


he is nothing. For to talk of the Commiſſion 


and Authority of the Adminiſtrator though 
not eſſential as yet being reguiſite, is making a 
Diſtinction without any Difference, ſince, if 
a Lay-hand can adminiſter Baptiſm (for In- 
ſtance) validly and effectually as to the Reci- 


pient; what is further required? To what is 


G 2 = 


A 


= 
TY 


+. 4 
the commiſſioned Miniſter requilite? If any 
one of the Servants of a Lord of the Manor 
can validly and effectually admit a Tenant into 
his Copy-hold, and put him in full Poſſeſſion 
thereof; a Man of common Senſe would laugh 
at the Steward, if, allowing this, he ſhould 
tell him that nevertbelef his Commiſſio on and 
Authority, though not Henti. al, was yet 


requifite. ö | | 15 


Alchough ſome of our own Communion 
have made fo light of the prieſtly Commiſſion 

as to look upon it as only requiſite for Form- 
_ fake, and to be no Way eſſential to the Admi- 
niſtration of the Sacraments, yet the Preſby- 
terians ſet an higher Value upon their mini- 
ſterial Commiſſion, eſteeming it of divine 
Right, and therefore diſallow the Validity of 
Lay- baptiſm. For their Directory, publiſhed 
by the higheſt Authority they ever had in 
England, declares that Baptiſm is not to be 
« adminiſtred in any Caſe, by any private 
« Perſon, but by a Miniſter of Chriſt, called 
« to be the Steward of the Myſteries of God. 
And the Confeſſion of Faith, publiſhed by on 
fame Authority, ſays © there be only tw 
« Sacraments ordained by Chriſt our Lat in 


« the 


ET 


O 


e 
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4 {hi Goſpel; that is to ſay, Baptiſm and the 
ce Supper of the Lord: Neither of which may 
« be diſpenſed by any, but by a Miniſter of 
cc << the Word lawfully ordained.” 


And ſome Time before this Cartwright 
the Puritan, as cited by Hooker in his eccleſi- 
aſtical Polity, Book V. Sect. 62. ſays Whe- 
tc ther he be a Miniſter or no dependeth not 
« only the Dignity, but the Being of the 
« Sacrament, ſo that I take the Baptiſm of 
© Women to be no more the holy Sacrament 
te of Baptiſm, than any other daily, or ordi- 
cc © nary Waſhing of the Child. ” 


$o that if this Conceflion of the Validiry of 


Lay- baptiſm be intended for their Sakes ; it 


is paying them a Compliment, which in the 
ſame Circumſtances, they would not return · 


The Twenty- ſeventh Article of the Church 
of England defines Baptiſm to be © not only 
<« a Sign of Profeſſion and Mark of Difference, 
* but alſo a Sign of Regeneration, or new 
« Birth ; whereby, as by an Inſtrument, 
« they that receive Baptiſm rigbihy, are 
« grafted into the Church,” 


Now 


"La 


1 Nov they do not receive Baptiſm rightly, 

4 in the Senſe of the Church, that receive it 

ti from Lay-hands, becauſe in her Twenty- | 
ji third Article ſhe makes commiſſioned Mini- 

k ters the only right Adminiſtrators of Baptiſm ; 

ig and therefore ſuch an Adminiſtrator is eſſential 
is to the right Adminiſtration of this Sacrament; f 

and ſo n is „ 5 

"i Thoſe who plead that bo Unworthineſs of 

; the Adminiſtrator in Lay-baptiſm may yet 
be not affect the Efficacy of this Sacrament as 

1 to the Recipient, would do well to conſider 

9 that the Church ſpeaks of commiſſioned 

Wi Adminiſtrators when ſhe declares in her 

8 Twenty- ſixth Article, that the Unworthineſs 

* of the Miniſters hinders not the Effects of 

* the Sacraments, And ſhe gives this Reaſon 

1 for it © becauſe they miniſter not in their 

. « own Name but in Chriſt's, and by his 


« Commiſſion and Authority.“ So that it 
is acting as Chriſt's authorized Miniſter, that 
gives the Efficacy to the Adminiſtration. 
But a Perſon cannot act in Chriſt's Name, 

or by his Authority, or be his Miniſter, unleſs - 
he be lawfully called and ſent; but a Lay- man 
is not lawfully called and ſent, and therefore 
cannot 
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(a 
cannot act as Chriſt 8 Miniſter, in his Name, 


or by his Authority, which gives Efficacy to 
his Miniſtry, therefore the Adminiſtration of 
a lawfully called and ſent Perſon is neceſſary, 
and that of a Laic null and you. 


I muſt obſerve that the Writers in Defence 
of the Validity of Lay-baptiſm, which! have 
ſcen, keep not fri&#ly to the Point in Debate, 
but generally drop it at the laſt, and talk of 
what God in his Mercy may d0 with Regard 
to the Recipients of Baptiſm by Lay- hands; 
but then, they ſhould not, at the ſame Time, 
inſiſt upon the Validity of Lay-baptiſm. For 
if Lay-baptiſm be, as they ſay, valid, the 
Recipient is as fafe, and as much an admitted 


Member of Chriſt and Child of God, as the 


Recipient of Baptiſm by a commiſſioned 
Miniſter. And if Lay-baptiſm does not, 
ipſo facto, ingraft the Recipient into the 
Church, &c. it is not valid and effectual. 


Indeed, this flying to the Mercies of Gd 
for the Validity of Lay-baptiſm, is in Fact 
giving up the Point; it is ſaying that God, if 
it ſo pleaſes him, may, in his Mercy to the 

n make valid and ratify an Act, 
Which 


El 


which of itſelf is invalid. And if this be all 


that is contended for, I dare ſay the. moſt 


ſtrenuous Oppoſers of the Validity of Lay- 
baptiſm will not controvert it, or preſume to 


limit the Mercies of God. But let it till be 


remembered, when it is faid © that the Sal- 
ce vation of a Child may be as fafely truſted 
&« with the Mercies of God without Baptiſm, 
« as with one that is irregular, that is to ſay 
c performed by Perſons not authorized, or 
« commiſſioned to give it,” that this is giving 
up the Validity of Lay-baptiſin, Since if 
Lay-baptiſm be in its own Nature valid and 
effectual, the Child who receives it, is in the 
ſame State of Salvation, as the Child who is 
baptized by an authorized, or commiſſioned 
Miniſter. And if, as above, the Child who 
is baptized by a Lay-hand, and a Child un- 
baptized be put upon the ſame Footing, Lay- 
baptiſm is not valid, 5 


About the Vear 17 12 this Controverſy run 
pretty high. And I have here laid before you 
for your Deciſion, the moſt material Argu- 
ments on both Sides of the Queſtion, not 
omitting what has been lately, though inci- 
dentally, advanced by a Writer of diſtinguiſhed 

Abilities, 


AL a I 2a — 


3.) + 


Abilities, mote particularly in the critical and 


caſtiſtie Way; whoſe Performance, and 


ſeeming Inclination to the Side of the Validity 
of Lay-baptiſm, has, as you'fay, been the 


chief Motive of giving me (as you are pleaſed 
to call it) this Trouble, which I ſhall never 


look upon as ſuch, when I am able to give you 


any Satisfaction. 


I ſhall conclude with relating a remarkable 
Incident that happened at the Time above- 
mentioned, when this Controverſy took up 
pretty much the Attention of the publick,. 


A certain Doctor of Divinity was very 
warm in his Commendation of a Pamphlet 
publiſhed at that Time called the Judgment 


of the Church of England in the Caſe of Lay- 
baptiſm, &c. as an unanſwerable Book, and 


which contained the true Doctrine of the 
Church of England, &c. Yet this very ſame 
Doctor, at the very ſame Time that he was 
crying up a Book in Favour. of the Validity 
of Lay-baptiſm ; did publickly, in the hearing 
of good and credible Witneſſes, ſay to this 
Effect, that he would rather ſuffer a Child 
ot his to die without Baptiſm, than let a 
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